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October 28, 1912
[Letter written on The Missionary Review of the World, New York, Editorial Office of Louis Meyer 123
Huntington Place, Mt. Auburn, Cincinnati, Ohio letterhead]
Dear Mr. Stewart:
In submitting to you the enclosed letter, which reached me more than a month ago, I want to say that I
answered it at once, in the kindest and most complete manner possible, but have received no answer from
Dr. Torrey. I desire to draw your attention to the following points: First, -The articles which were
submitted to Dr. Torrey were not submitted to him as articles ready for publication. Dr. Torrey took for
granted that I intended to do so, but he failed, entirely, to understand the plan of the Committee. Papers
are now sent out that the members of the Committee may vote on their suitability for “The
Fundamentals”; they are not sent out because I consider the articles suitable for the volumes and intend to
publish them. The rules of our Committee are that four members must read and accept any paper before it
can be published, and even after that is done, I always pass them on to the Executive Committee for final
judgment. Thus Dr. Torrey failed to understand the plan of work of our Committee. As one of the
members said, when I told him of Dr. Torrey’s letter to me-“Dr. Torrey seems to forget the rules of the
Committee and the duties of the Executive Committee.” Second, Dr. Torrey reviewed five papers of
more than 20,000 words, within twenty four hours, according to his own letter. Other members of the
Committee spend weeks on a critical review of their manuscripts. However, I will take for granted that
Dr. Torrey has more superior ability for reviewing papers than the Professors of Theology in our
Seminaries. That Dr. Torrey did not aim at a thorough review, is seen from the fact that he says, in regard
to Dr. Ottman’s Chapter 13, which you submitted, “I notice that somebody who has gone over the
manuscript has placed interrogation marks alongside of some of the statements, and at some places there
is also an interrogation mark in my own mind, though I am inclined to think that in most cases Dr.
Ottman is correct, but I should want to do a little examining before I said decidedly that he was.” Would
you call it a thorough examination when he cannot say if Dr. Ottman’s statements are right or wrong?
Third, Dr. Torrey says- “Of course, if Mr. Stewart wishes the manuscript published, as he and his brother
put up the money, I think we ought to follow their wish in the matter.” All members of the Committee,
whom I have been able to consult, are at utter variance with Dr. Torrey’s opinion. You, yourself, have
stated in writing several times, that the majority of the Committee should
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decide concerning papers to be published. In regard to Dr. Ottman’s paper, you wrote directly that the
Committee should decide on the merits of the paper, and not be influenced by the fact that you sent it.
Fourth, Dr. Torrey says- “Is it impossible to get articles for “The Fundamentals” of the high quality of
former numbers?” He has not answered my letter of a month ago, in which I asked him for an explanation
of that statement, and requested him to tell me if he meant in a general way that Volumes 6, 7 and 8 are
weaker in their articles than the first five. If he meant that, he stands alone in his contention, as far as I
know now. We have been severely criticized in regard to some of our articles, but the criticism in regard
to doctrinal weakness, and inaccuracy have all been made on articles contained in some of the first five
volumes, as a large letter from Mr. Burridge, which reached me only Saturday, will prove to you.

That people think that our volumes today are no less strong than the former volumes, is proven by the two
enclosed letters, which reached me only this morning. Dr. Hemphill, President of the Louisville
Presbyterian Seminary, says directly that the volumes maintain a high level of ability and adaptation;
while Professor Wilson, President of the Seminary from which I myself graduated years ago, pays what I
consider a remarkable compliment when he asks that Volume 7 be furnished promptly, because the
students need it for a special article. But, even if the articles in Volumes 6, 7 and 8 were not as high as
those of former volumes, Dr. Torrey and Rev. Horton are the only two members of the Committee who
have not suggested an article or recommended a writer, during the past year, and they are the only two
members of the Committee, who have not furnished me a list of the fifty names of men to be asked for the
titles of twelve books. Aye, more than that, they are the only two members of the Committee who have
made my work harder by criticism which did not aim to be helpful to me. I have tried hard to forget Dr.
Torrey’s letter of October 8, 1909, to Dr. Dixon, with its unkind statement concerning myself, but have
been unable to do so, because Dr. Torrey’s letters to me, and, more still, his actions have proved
conclusively that he still has the same feeling against me.* Fifth, Dr. Torrey is not attempting to be
helpful, either to me or to the writers of the articles. He criticizes the articles in a general way, and says,
for instance, about the article on Seventh Day Adventism that it “has some good things in it, very good,
but other parts are weak, very weak.” Other members of my Committee have never been satisfied with
such general statements. They have pointed out directly the strong parts, and in pointing out the weak
parts, have, at the same time, suggested, if possible, how these weak points could be strengthened. Thus,
under the guidance of some of the members of my Committee, especially Professor Moorehead, Professor
Kyle and Professor Charles R. Erdman, articles have been entirely recast, while others have been so
strengthened in their weak points that they were suitable for publication in “The Fundamentals”.
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I have found that when you come to an Author with a criticism, which in a kind manner points out a
weakness in an article, and at the same time suggests a manner in which that weakness can be cured, that
all authors, without exception, are glad and thankful and are ready to rewrite. A number of the articles
published in our last three volumes, have been entirely rewritten by the Authors. When first they came to
us they were weak, but, by the helpful criticism of members of our Committee, they became quite strong
articles. There is not one article published in “The Fundamentals”, with the exception of Mr. Spurgeon’s,
in our last volumes, which has not been changed somehow, somewhere, under the guiding hand of the
members of our Editorial Committee. I submit these things to you so fully, because I think it is
necessary. There should be a clear understanding, and you should know the reason why I am unable to
lean, in my work, upon Dr. Torrey, who has never given me what I call actual help. In the month of
August 1911, he returned papers which I submitted to him without any comment whatever. Whatever
other papers I have submitted to him have been criticized in a general way, and I naturally prefer the
criticism of the members of my Committee, which is helpful to me, and also to the authors. I have never
attempted to “run” “The Fundamentals” to suit myself. I have tried to co-operate with my Committee, and
I have succeeded with all except Dr. Torrey, and, to a certain extent, Rev. Horton, who is inclined to write
a little too quick about matters which he has not thoroughly investigated, like Dr. Pitzer being a Post
Millennarian.
[Handwritten by Meyer in bottom margin of page 2 of the letter]

*Even my stenographer feels this. When she copied Dr. Torrey’s enclosed letter, she said, “The
unkindest letters which come to this office are from Dr. Torrey.”
[Handwritten by Meyer in bottom margin of page 3 of the letter]
I am sorry that I have to trouble you with this, but it is the one thing which causes me the most worry, and
my physician demands that I get rid of my worries. Yours sincerely,
Louis Meyer.
[This letter is attached to back of September 18, 1912 letter Torrey criticizes Meyer]

